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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of this application in view of the following remarks is 
respectfully requested. Claims 1 1-16 are now pending. 

By final Office Action mailed July 28, 2005, the Examiner has maintained the 
rejection of claims 11-17 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,242,135 to Mushiake ("the '135 patent"). Applicants respectfully disagree. 

As noted in Applicants' amendment of March 28, 2005, independent claim 1 1 
recites an ion-conducting polymer membrane for a fuel cell, wherein the polymer membrane 
comprises an ion-conducting polymer (such as Nafion®) and a metal-containing gel. 
Polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) is not an ion-conducting polymer, nor is "expanded porous" 
PTFE (referred to as "ePTFE" in the '135 patent). Instead, the '135 patent teaches a porous 
polymer that is not ion-conducting (i.e., ePTFE), wherein the pores of the polymer are coated 
with a metal oxide. Once coated, these pores are then filled with a polymer electrolyte (which 
imparts ion-conductivity to the resulting membrane). As disclosed in the '135 patent at col. 5, 
lines 12-19, and in addition to providing mechanical strength to the ePTFE, the metal oxide acts 
as a matrix to stably retain the polymer electrolyte within the pores at a high content. In short, 
the product that results from the teaching of the '135 patent is quite distinct from the ion- 
conducting polymer membrane as recited in claim 1 1 . 

In Applicants' response of March 28, 2005, Applicants asserted that an important 
feature of this invention is that the metal-containing gel is located within and/or chemically 
bonded to the ion-conducting polymer . In the Office Action of July 28, 2005, the Examiner 
makes no mention of this distinguishing feature. Instead, the Examiner solely comments on the 
"within" and "chemically bonded" language of claim 1 1. In short, the Examiner appears to have 
overlooked that such features are in the context of ion-conducting polymers. 

Accordingly, the Examiner has not made a prima facie showing of obviousness 
since the cited prior art does not teach or suggest all the claimed limitations, especially the 



In the outstanding Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 11-17. However, by Revised Amendment 
mailed April 20, 2005, claims 11-16 are currently pending (original claims 16 and 17 having been renumbered as 
claims 15 and 16, respectively). 
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limitation that the polymer itself be ion-conducting. Further, one skilled in the art would not be 
motivated to employ an ion-conducting polymer in place of the non-ion-conducting polymer of 
the '135 patent, since such a reading would render superfluous the remaining disclosure of the 
'135 patent directed to filling of the metal-coated pores with a polymer electrolyte. 



In view of the above remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 11-16 



are patentable over the '135 patent and request that this ground of rejection be withdrawn. A 
good faith effort has been made to place this application in condition for allowance. However, 
should any further issue require attention prior to allowance, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to contact the undersigned at (206) 622-4900 to resolve the same. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

SEED Intellectual Property Law Group pllc 




Karl R. Hermanns 
Registration No. 33,507 
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